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political alternative to the Communist 
regime, but not before he was in prison 
four times as a political dissident. 

In fact, during one of his stays in 
prison, he became deathly ill. The 
Communist authorities, afraid they 
were going to have a martyr on their 
hands, went to him and told him that 
the people in New York who give out 
the Obey awards were willing to host 
him so he could direct his own play on 
Broadway as well as receive proper 
medical attention and care. 

He asked them one question, if he 
went, would he be allowed to return to 
Czechoslovakia. They could not give 
that assurance. So he said I will stay 
instead. The rest, as we now know it, is 
history.

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to pay a spe-
cial tribute and wish a special anniver-
sary to a few students who inspired me. 
To Andreas of Dresden, Peter of 
Krakow, Jitka, Ladka, Ivana, and Pau-
lina of Prague, happy anniversary and 
thank you for showing with your cour-
age that there are some causes and 
ideals greater than oneself worth risk-
ing everything for. May freedom and 
liberty continue to flourish throughout 
central Europe.
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GOOD TIME FOR CONGRESS TO 
REASSESS ANTITRUST LAWS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, by now, the 
Microsoft antitrust case should have 
caught every Member’s attention. This 
is a good time for Congress to reassess 
the antitrust laws. 

Under current law, collusion, nego-
tiations, or even discussions about 
markets may be enough to find some-
one guilty of breaking these laws. 
Prices in one industry that are too 
high, too low, or all the same are sus-
pect and could be used as evidence of 
monopoly practices. 

We must remember bigness in a free 
market is only achieved by the vote of 
consumers, supporting a company that 
gives them a good product at a low 
price.

It is an economic truism that the 
only true monopoly is government pro-
tected, such as the Post Office or a 
public utility. There is nothing more 
annoying than a government bureau-
crat or Federal judge gleefully con-
demning a productive enterprising cap-
italist for doing a good job. These little 
men filled with envy are capable of 
producing nothing and are motivated 
by their own inadequacies and desires 
to wield authority against men of tal-
ent.

In a free market, the consumer is 
king, not the businessman. The regu-
lators hate both and relish their role of 
making sure the market is fair accord-
ing to their biased standards. 

Antitrust suits are rarely, if ever, 
pursued by consumers. It is always a 
little disgruntled competitor, a bureau-
crat who needs to justify his own exist-
ence.

Judge Jackson condemned Microsoft 
for being a ‘‘vigorous protector of its 
own self-interests.’’ Now this is to be a 
crime in America. To care for oneself 
and do what corporations are supposed 
to do, that is, maximize profits for 
stockholders by making customers 
happy, is the great crime committed in 
the Microsoft case. 

Blind to the fact that there is no con-
flict between the self-interest of a capi-
talist and the consumers’ best inter-
ests, the trust busters go their merry 
way without a complaint from the Con-
gress which could change these laws. 

Only blind resentment drives the eco-
nomic planners and condemns business 
success, good products, low prices, and 
consumer satisfaction while under-
mining the system that has provided so 
much for so many. 

Many big companies have achieved 
success with government subsidies, 
contracts, and special interest legisla-
tion. This type of bigness must be dis-
tinguished from bigness achieved in a 
free market by providing consumer sat-
isfaction.

To help rectify the situation, Con-
gress should first stop all assistance to 
business, no more corporate welfare, no 
bailouts like we saw to Lockheed, 
Chrysler, Long-Term Capital Manage-
ment and many others. 

Second, we ought to repeal the ar-
chaic and impossible-to-understand 
antitrust laws. 

Next, we should crown the consumers 
king and let them vote with their 
money on who should succeed and who 
should fail. 

We should then suppress the envy 
which drives the anticapitalist men-
tality.

The Bill Gateses of the world can 
only invest their money in job-creating 
projects or donate it to help the needy. 
The entrepreneurial giants are not a 
threat to stability or prosperity. Gov-
ernment bureaucrats and Federal 
judges are. But strict enforcement of 
all the ill-inspired antitrust laws does 
not serve the consumer, nor the cause 
of liberty.
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WE ARE NOT GOING TO RAID THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, this week, 
Congress and the administration are 
struggling over how we handle the so-
called end game with the Federal budg-
et. Those of us here in the House of 
Representatives are a critical part of 
this end game negotiating process in 
the votes that it will take to pass the 
budget.

One of the chief rallying cries that I 
hear from my colleagues is, we are not 
going to raid the Social Security Trust 
Fund. We are not going to raid the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. We will not 
raid the Social Security Trust Fund. 
The phrase is repeated ad nauseam. 
But I challenge my colleagues to really 
accomplish what we have stated we in-
tend to accomplish.

b 1930

And the reason that I say this is that 
for many it is feared that we are only 
pandering to the misunderstandings 
and the naivete almost of the Amer-
ican public in claiming that we are not 
invading the Social Security Trust 
Fund to finance Federal expenditures. 

I would like to point out that claims 
that we will not invade the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund come from all quar-
ters, but today I was amazed to see a 
letter signed by the leadership of this 
body, the Speaker, the majority leader, 
the majority whip, and the conference 
chair on the other side of the aisle that 
included a sentence to this effect: ‘‘We 
will not schedule any piece of legisla-
tion on the House floor that spends one 
penny of Social Security.’’ 

I would like to contrast this with an 
article in the Wall Street Journal a 
week ago Friday that reports that the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that the GOP spending bills are already 
over the targets by $31 billion, and that 
if we look at the report from the Con-
gressional Budget Office, we will see 
that the GOP spends $17 billion of the 
Social Security surplus. 

What is most troubling to me about 
this is the duplicity that is involved. 
We are breaching the faith of the 
American public. It is absolutely wrong 
that we resort to smoke and mirrors 
and gimmicks to claim that we are not 
going into the Social Security Trust 
Fund. It is all together too familiar. 
We heard all of these statements dur-
ing the Reagan administration and 
during the Bush administration when 
we had enormous deficits. And now 
that we are on the verge of balancing 
the budget without using Social Secu-
rity, I think we have just as much an 
obligation to the American people to 
be candid, to be forthright, and not re-
sort to smoke and mirrors and tricks. 

The Wall Street Journal article, 
which is up here, illustrates one of the 
problems that is involved, and that 
problem is picking and choosing what 
numbers are used to do the accounting. 
Anyone who has worked with certified 
public accountants understands ac-
counting principles and a financial 
statement in terms of its integrity. 
And the integrity of that financial 
statement requires that generally ac-
cepted accounting principles must be 
consistently applied. That concept of 
consistent application is what has been 
violated by the leadership here in the 
House of Representatives by picking 
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